It is usually easier to understand changes which take place some distance from us than changes in which we are ourselves intimately involved. And it is easier to notice, and understand, sudden changes than the gradual evolution of new ways and patterns. So a revolution which has been taking place in all our lives over the past twenty years has crept up on us unawares which, had it happened overnight, would have seemed to us unthinkable.
I refer to the phenomenon of television, now the most powerful of the media of mass communication. From its pre-war infancy it now spreads its message into virtually every home in the land.
First a word on the power of penetration of the medium. On any night in this country over 20 million people watch television. The average set is switched on for over four hours of each day and every day. More time is spent in watching television than in any other waking activity except work. It is the primary source of relaxation, entertainment and information for the vast majority of the population. 'Last night's programmes' are the subject of today's conversation. It may be derided as a goggle-box or hailed as the educational opportunity of our time. But it cannot be ignored.
The output of television is so vast that it is convenient to consider it under the conventional broad headings of information, education and entertainment though these are but relative descriptions. One man's education is another's relaxation. News and documentaries can be both informative and entertaining.
Information
In the area of information the impact of television on the pressboth newspapers and magazineshas been dramatic. A recent survey tells us that 43 % of the public regard television as their main source of informationthe same percentage regards newspapers as their primary source. Furthermore, more than two out of three regard television, compared with newspapers, as more interesting, more truthful, quicker, fairer and more informative.
Clearly newspapers are fighting a hard struggle in trying to fulfil their traditional role. Indeed, when we look at newspapers today we may feel that the impact of television has forced a reappraisal of their role. Instead of trying to compete in terms of speed of reporting or power of presentation, the press now seems to be concentrating on the one hand on filling in gaps: in providing thoughtful analysis and comment, and deepening understanding of the news items. Or, on the other hand, in providing entertainment and light relief from the harder world of reality.
One may speculate on the longer term social effects of this change in public sources of information: the gains and the losses would need careful balancing against each other. But it is worth remembering that about one-fifth of the programme output of television in this country is made up of news, news magazines, documentaries and other informative material, and that this material is seen not only in the homes of the literate minority of our society but in homes where the written word is not a usual medium of communication.
Education
Passing from information to education we come to an area where the full impact of television has yet to be felt. It may be that for schools, broadcast television will have a lesser role to play in the long run than closed-circuit television. In schools instruction depends to such a great extent on the efforts and skill of the teacher using what visual and other aids he can, that the closer control of local closed-circuit systems, tailor-made to regional educational needs and combined with frequent discussion and conference with teachers, has advantages over national broadcasting. However, even in these densely-populated islands, not all communities and educational areas are so compact that they can use closed-circuit systems.
But our children are growing up in a different world from us: to us television may be a mystery and a marvel, but to them it is something to be taken for granted. To us the printed word may seem the primary medium of mass communication: to the present generation, television is the primary mode. It is no more possible to exclude television from education, preparation for life, than it would have been possible to exclude books after the invention of the printing press. Education does not end when schooling is over, however. What has television to offerwhat impact has it madein the great field of post-school, or adult, education? This is a difficult area to discuss: its definition is woolly, its aims and objectives unclear. If we say that adult education is that approach to systematic knowledge which aims to supply the deficiencies of earlier instruction and satisfy the needs and interests of adulthood we can see why within its compass can fall topics as widely different as how to poach an egg, the development of the English novel, car mechanics or postgraduate medicine.
When one appreciates the diversity of the output, the diversity of the audience and its interests is at once apparent. The actual size of the audience is often the subject of critical comment: it is true that compared with the huge audiences of 20 million and more for popular entertainment programmes, the audiences for adult educational programmes are small. But a national audience of 300,000-400,000 for each transmission of a programme within a serious educational series, broadcast at an hour which is not perhaps the ideal time for viewing, is by no means negligible. It is greater, for example, than the number of adults attending all classes of adult education outside the home at any time.
But we are talking about the impact of television, which is a broader subject than the straightforward size of the audience. And an important distinction must be made between the television audience to adult educational programmes and those who attend institutional classes of adult education. Those who attend classes outside the home areand always have beena dedicated minority, willing to put up with personal inconvenience in their pursuit of knowledge. The television audience will be made up, to a large extent, of individuals who do not recognize that they have any personal educational need, but who 'happen' to be viewing and who then find their attention caught, their interest stimulated. Having seen one programme of a series, they stay with the series: having seen one series, they may watch another.
Again, in considering the impact of adult educational television, it is right that we should, from time to time, reappraise our values. In Western culture, we tend to value above all else, in educational terms, the liberal arts: philosophy, literature; the arts and humanities have been, historically, the cornerstone of our civilization. Yet stillsetting aside the question of the 'two cultures' which lies at the root of many of the present-day problemswe must recognize that the satisfaction and benefits which derive from an education in the liberal arts must be of necessity confined to the most able intellectual minority of the population.
The leisure interests and concerns of the vast majority are much more mundane: the homelier satisfactions of creating a more comfortable domestic environment: of having and bringing up a family: of undertaking one's working and domestic duties more efficiently: in short, of being a more rounded individual and citizen, playing one's role more effectivelyand gaining more satisfaction in doing so.
It may reasonably be argued that the greatest contribution which television can make, and its greatest impact on adult education in the broadest sense, is not in introducing the liberal arts to the many, although that also is important, but in helping ordinary people to gain satisfaction in their daily work and leisure which they could not otherwise achieve, and so become fuller individuals.
Parenthetically, it is interesting to question the assumptions and values which tend to make us respect the skill of the sculptor rather than the home-handyman; the learning of a language rather than the art of cookery; the study of philosophy rather than of means to physical fitness. There are no absolute values in such matters. While we may well have to hesitate before claiming that the impact of television on society in the field of adult education has as yet significantly increased the general trend of interest and awareness in the traditional disciplines, there can be no doubt that many individuals are now living fuller lives through exposure, intentional or not, to the message of the medium.
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Entertainment
Finally, there is the whole field of entertainment. Perhaps it should have been considered first, for this is the primary use which is made of the medium. No matter what lip service is paid to the serious programmes, to the arts, to informative output, to the serious dramathis is the main use which is made by viewers of television: enjoyment of entertainment in relaxation. Nor are we, the educated classes, really so different from the mass of the people. Was Horace writing of television in his Ode when he wrote 'video meliora proboque, deteriora sequor' ('I view the better things and approve; but I still prefer the rubbish')?
All the research undertaken here and elsewhere indicates that although the most educated and socially highest classes of the community tend to watch less television than the remainder, the pattern of their viewing does not differ significantly, neither does the use to which they put the medium. Undoubtedly, it is primarily a source of entertainment. To quote a well-known American research team 'overnight a new box appears in the home, and thereafter all leisure is organized round it'. As 'the box' is the focal point of leisure activity within the home, the impact of television within the family group has caused considerable changes in social patterns.
The introduction of television has been followed by a greater tendency for families to remain at home together in the evening: a reduction in visits to the cinema, pubs and places of entertainment outside; a reduction in casual visiting of friends; a discouragement of conversation.
The fact that television, now the primary medium, has its audience not in hundreds in a single place, but millions of family groups of three or four, is changing the style of presentation of entertainment. The great spectacular is in declinealthough colour television may bring it back. The one-man or two-man comedy, depending on situation rather than verbal humour, seems in the ascendant. The red-nosed comedian is out. And so one could go on. Communication in humour is becoming more personal, more immediate and direct. But when we come to inquire about the effects or impact of what he sees on the viewerin terms not only of living-pattern, but of changed values, emotions, needswe have few answers. There is no lack of speculation, of assertions, or of sheer guesswork. But there are few facts on which we can rely. In a sense, the question as usually posed is not answerable. We cannot meaningfully ask 'What are the effects of television ?' Rather should we ask 'What use is made of television by certain people, in certain circumstances, with certain needs?' Each viewer, being a different personality, will come to the television set with his own system of aspirations, values and needs. And the stimulus from the programme will be mediated by these needs to result in his individual and personal response. It will require much research over a considerable time before any generalizable system of 'laws' of viewer-reactions can be established.
In this introduction to the main papers and to the ensuing discussion, I am only trying to indicate to you the multiplicity of ways in which television has had an impact, on each and every one of us, and on the nature and structure of the society in which we live. I have not tried to deal in depth with any single issue, since we shall soon be considering one such issue in detailthe impact of television on medicine.
Before finishing, however, I should like to dwell very briefly upon the basis of the power of this new means of communication of ideasthis new way of instilling information, values, aspirations and attitudes, and of providing entertainment.
For many thousands of years after man evolved on this planet communication was by word of mouth, direct and face to face. At a later stage man's thoughts could be preserved in written forminscribed on stone, on clay, on papyrusbut the preservation, and the communication, were limited to a privileged 'literate' few: the mass of the people remained 'illiterate'. Then came the printing press and the wider spread of communication, with the means to do so. But although the printing press was invented centuries ago the institutional reaction of society was delayed.
It was only in 1870, less than a century ago, that universal primary education was introduced in this country, and universal secondary schooling extended to all, and not confined to grammar schools, came only with the end of the second world war.
These were the possibilities. But we are not all equal in our ability to avail ourselves of, and make full use of, the provisions within society and the potentialities within ourselves. For most of mankind the primary, the natural, mode of communication is verbal, immediate and visual. 'Illiteracy' is the natural state. But now technological progress has put at the disposal of everyone a means of communication which accords 4 with fundamental human need and which destroys the constraints of distance and time.
There is no need to struggle, as the majority have to do, with the interpretation of the written word: the word is translated into the visual mode, and communicated directly, reinforced by the auditory mode, and within our own homes. Under its influence, the world is shrinking, and the relative importance of the real issues confronting mankind become obvious through the immediacy of the message through the medium.
Our horizons are wider than those of our parents, the horizons of our children are limitless. They see the world through an ubiquitous eyethe world with all its imperfections and all its potentialities. And television will continue to reflect these, for that is its essence. It might have been more appropriatecertainly it would have been more appropriate had I been giving this talk five years henceto discuss not the impact of television on life, but the impact of life on television.
Dr Charles Fletcher
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Lord Hill has ably reviewed the general impact of television and I am happy to agree with him that this has largely been for the public good. But, so far as programmes on medicine are concerned, many doctors have always regretted and still do regret its impact. This great new medium presents us all with opportunities but doctors have tended to fasten their gaze on the dangers and to neglect the opportunities.
When I first ventured on to the screen fifteen years ago with Andrew Miller-Jones as producer, I was warned by my elders and betters in the profession that I was pursuing a dangerous course. There was little further reaction, however, until 1957 when the BBC invited me to introduce (not produce) a series of programmes called 'Your Life in Their Hands'. The title suggested drama on the screen and a large section of the profession was shocked. The British Medical Journal (1958a, b, c, d) carried leaders on the series under the title 'Disease Education by the BBC' for four successive weeks and the correspondence columns were filled with letters both critical and complimentary. Since then criticism has tended to fade and approval to grow but the objections which were raised ten years ago still persist and I think it is worth recalling what they were and to consider how they may be answered.
First, medicine and particularly surgery are subjects considered to require reticence and privacy and to be unsuitable for public discussion and display. I believe this attitude may derive from the Victorian and Edwardian middle class background in which many doctors were reared. In those days the human body in the nude, and still more the interior of the body, was regarded as disgusting to look at, a matter for concealment and no subject for public display. One physician wrote (Hamilton 1958) :
'I believe that the professional relationship between a doctor (dare I even write "a surgeon" ?) and his patient should be as private a matter as possible, one not to be shared with the public. The privacy of the surgical insult to a human body, even a consenting one, should be inviolable and should never be the basis of a Roman holiday for the titillation of the public's demand for thrills.' Of course, it was thoroughly bad taste for doctors to participate. The leader writer in the British MedicalJournal (1958a) said: ' The BBC seems to be proud of the fact that it is going to show real operations by real doctors on real patients, but their colleagues may well think it is demeaning for doctors and nurses to appear as mummers on the television screen to provide entertainment for the great British public.' I have no logical argument against the idea that the inside of the human body is taboo. I can only declare my total disagreement with it. It is my belief that the human body, whether evolved by chance or created by God, is beautiful and of absorbing interest and it is right for doctors to share their interest and knowledge about it with the public.
With regard to titillating the public with thrills, I wholly agree that medicine is not an appropriate basis for public excitement. When the series began the BBC wished to transmit live operations. I am glad that I persuaded them to forsake this idea, which would, of course, put surgeons in the position of providing a wholly wrong type of thrill to the public and of placing their patients in jeopardy.
Whether surgical programmes pander to a harmful sort of curiosity called 'morbid curiosity' I am not sure. Curiosity about disease is the mainspring of medical research and should be shared
